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REIML^KS/ARGUMENTS 

Reconsideration of the present application, as amended, is respectftilly requested. 

Since the present amendment raises no new issues for consideration and, in any event, 
places the prescnl application in better condition for consideration on appeal, if is respect fully 
requested tliat this amendment be entered under 37 C.F.R. § 1.1 16 in response to the last Office 
Action dated October 13, 2006, which made final rejections as to flie pending claims. 

A. Status of tlie Claims 

Claims 1-13 are preserited for continued prosecution. Claim amendments have not been 

made at this time. 

B. Objections to the Specification and Specification Amendments 

The Exaiiiiner objected to the specificatiori for refertihg to flie (slainis. Applieants have 
amended the specification to replace "qlaira" with "itein". In additiGn, the subject matter of 
clairns 1-13 has been adided to the Summary of the Invention as ' -items" 1-13 . Applicants submit 
dial it is custom^ U. S. praetice to refer to tlie claims as '*items^' in the Summary of the 
Invention. 

C. Claim Rejections under 35 1J.S.C. ^ 103fa> and 35 U.S.C. S I02(b1 

Claims 1, 4, and 7 had been rejected as being unpatentable over Andersen (U.S. 
4,316,379) in view ofKergen (U.S. 5,477,723). Claims 5 and 6 had been rejected as being 
unpatentable over Andersen in view ofKergen and Cao (U.S. 6,769,280). Claims 8-13 had been 
rejected as being anticipated by Kergen. 

The Examiner stated that Kergen teaches regulating the downliolder force based on a 
detection of the increase of the opening of the workholder (the thicloiess trend of the materi al) to 
a point (critical value) at which crinkling begitis, hi addition, the Examiner stated in par. 1 on 
page 3 of the Office Action that point III in Fig. 3 of the present ^plication corresponds to the 
point at whieh crinkles appear as described in col. 5, lines 3-9 ofKergen. 
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1. Kergen does not teach or suggest coptroUing the downholder on the basis of a 
predetermine d th iclcness ti-end and/or a trend or critica] valve derived ftom the 
predetermined thi ckness trend 

Claim 1 recites that the downholder is controlled on the basis of a prcdetennined 
thickness trend and/or a trend or critical value derived from the thickness trend. 

The predetermined thiclaiess trend of the present invention can be determined by 
perfonning a trial lom prior to deep drawing a new product series (par. 4 on page 9 of the 
application). Similarly^ the trend or critical value derived from the diickness trend can be 
calculated as a matliematical derivative of the thickness treed obtained during a trial fun. An 
example of a thickness tr«id obtained from such a trial run is shown in Fig. 3 of the present 
application. 

As shown in Figure 3 and described in paragraph 1 on page 9 of the application, the 
distance So between tlie die and the blank holder initially has a substantially constant value (range 
I-II) and then gradually increases at a constant inclination (range II-III) corresponding to a 
constant dovmholder opening speed Vd. Point III in Figure 3 shows "a bend" in downholder 
opening trend So which indicates tiie actual starting point of crinkle formation. Thus» by 
performing a trial run, it is possible to identify point III as the actual starting point of crinkle 
fonnation. A predetennined tliickness trend can thereby be obtained prior to deep drawing a new 
product series to precisely identify point III. Thereafter, the predetermined thickness trend 
and/or trend or critical value derived therefrom can be implemented in a control unit to optimally 
control deep drawing (lines 3-5 on page 10 of the application). Without performing a trial run to 
predetermine the thickness trend, it is difficult to precisely identify point III as the actual starting 
point c»f crinkle fdrraation. 

As cited by tlie Examiner, Kergen teaches that the distance between the die and the blank 
holder increases as soon as crinkles appear (col. 5, lines 3-5 of Kergen). Kergen does not 
indicate that the distance can increase for reasons other than crinkle formation. Consequently, 
those of skill in the art having read Kergen and observing an increase in the distance between the 
die and the blank holder will logically believe that tlie increase in distance corresponds to crinkle 
formation. 

Tlie teachings in col. 5, lines 3-5 of Kergen are not the claimed predetennined thickness 
trend and/or trend or critical value derived therefrom. Instead, the point where the distance 
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between the die and the blank holder increases as taught by Kergen corresponds to point 0 in 
Figure 3 of tlie present application, not point III (point D in Figure 3 is the point where the 
distance So begins to gradually increase betvsreen the die and the blank holder, while point III is 
the point where crinkle fornjation actudly begins). Thns, siiice Kergeii does nt>t perforin a trial 
run to predetennine tlie thickness trendy Kergen mistakenly identifies point II as tlie starting 
point of crinkle formation. 

The distinction between point II believed by Kergen to be the startittg point of crinkle 
ftMinatipii and ppint III being the actual startiug point of crinkle forination as d:isciQsed in the 
present application occurs because the dianieter of the blank gradually decreases and the naateria! 
in the blank edge must be accommodated on an increasingly smaller surface (see line 30 on page 
2 to line 3 on page 3 of the application). As a result of performing a trial run to predetennine the 
thickness trend and/or trend or critical value derived therefrom as recited in claim 1, the actual 
starting point pf crinkle fonixation can as point III. The total downholder force is 

therefore mitiimized by the present invention compared to Kergen, because the present inyerition 
accurately recognizes tlie start of crinkle fomation at point ill, while Kei^n believes crinkle 
forniation starts at point II, 

Applicants respectfiilly submit that claim 1 is not ob\'ious based on the combination of 
Andersen and Kergen, because Kergen does not teach or suggest a predetennined tliickness trend 
and/'or a trend or critical value derived tlierefrora as recited in claim 1. Thus, Kergen does not 
teach or suggest one of the advantages of the claimed inventipn which is the minimization of the 
total dpwnholder force by ideaitifjing the actual stm^^ point of crinlde formation as point III as 
execnplified in Figui e 3 of the present applicatipn. 

In addition to the above, Applicants note that the Examiner stated that the thickness 
measurement at which crinkles appear in col. 5, lines 3-9 of Kergen corresponds to point III in 
Figure 3 of the application. This is not correct. As mentioned above, Kergen discloses that 
crinkle formation is noticed by an increase in distance between the die and the blank holder (col, 
5, lines 3-5 of Kergen), Based on the teachings of Kergen, tlie skilled artisan will understand this 
distance inercase as point II in Figure 3 of the present application (i.e., the point where Sp starts 
to increase). The skilled artisan will not understand based on the teachings of Kergen that there 
is a distance increase between point II and point III as the diameter of tlie blank gradually 
decreases as described iii par, 3 on page 2 of the present application. Since Kergen does not 
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perfonri a testing measurement prior to deep drawing a new product series to predetermine the 
thickness trend, Kergen cannot identify point III as the point where crinkling actually begins. 
Applicants there fore respectfully submit that claim 1 is not obvious based on the combination of 
Andersen and Kergen, because Kergen does not teach a predetemiined thickness trend and/or a 
critical value derived therefrom which makes it possible to identify point III as the actual starting 
point of crinkle formation. 

2. Kergen does not teach or suggest a control pfdvided with meaas for storing a do vmholdef 
opemiig trend So and/or a critical value derived tlierefi-om 

Claims 8 and 12 recite an apparatus including a control provided with means for storing a 
desired downholder opening trend So and/or a critical value derived therefrom. Similar to the 
Gomments in section I above, the desired dovraholder trend So that is stored is a trend that is 
predetermined prior tO deep drawing. Since the trend is predetermined, the trend can be stored in 
tile control iiieans. 

Applicants argied in section 1 above that Kergen does not teach or suggest performing a 
trial riin to predetennine the thickness trend and/or a critical value derived Iherefirora. Since 
Kergen does not perfomi such a trial run, Kergen cannot store a desired downliolder trend in the 
control. Thus, contrary to claims 8 and 12, die movement of the downholder of Kergen is not 
based on a stored trend. Applicants therefore respectfiilly submit that claimiS; 8 and 12 as well as 
their deperident claims are^ anticipated by Kergen^ 

D . Cl ahn s5 ahd 6 

Claims 5 and 6 had been rejected based on a combination of Andersen, Kergen and Cao. 

Claims 5 and 6 ultiinatcly depeiid (in claim 1 and therefore include the limitations of 
claim 1. As argued above. Kcrgeii docs nol teach or suggest controlling the downholder based 
on a predetennined thickness trend and/or a trend or critical value derived therefrom. Applicants 
therefore respectfully submit that claims 5 and 6 are patentable over the combination of 
Andersen, Kergen and Cao. 
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E. 



Fees 



This Response is being filed within four months from the mailing date of the Office 
Action. A one-month extension of time is hereby requested. No further fee is beheved to be 
due. If, on the other hand, it is determined that further fees are due or any overj^aynient lias been 
made, the Assistant Commissioner is hereby authorized to debit or credit such sum to Deposit 
Account No. 02-2275. Pursuant to 37 C.F.R. 1.136(a)(3), please treat this and any concuirent or 
future reply in this application that requires a petition for an extension of time for its timely 
submission as incorporatiEg a petition for extension of lime for the appropriate length of time. 
The fee associated therevdth is to be charged to Deposit AGGoUnt No. 02-2275. 

F. Conclusion 

In view of the actions taken and arguments presented, it is respectfully submitted that 
each and every one of the matters raised by the Examiner has been addressed by the present 
amendment and th^t the present application is now in condition for allowance. 

An early and favorable action on the merits is earnestly solicited. 



Respectfully submitted, 



LUCAS & MERCANTI, LLP 




LUCAS & MERCANTI, LLP 
475 Park Avenue South, 15* Floor 
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